DXXXX MXXXXXX HXXXXXXX, January 26, 2024 
XXXXXXXXX. XX 

O9XXX HXXXXXXX 

Germany 


Jehovah’s Witnesses 
Writing Department 


1020 Red Mills Road 
WALLKILL, NY 12589 
UNITED STATES 


Background on the Prohibition of Blood 


Dear Brothers, 


on my identical letter to the branch office in Germany from last year, | received a comprehensive but 
general answer in January. Unfortunately, none of my arguments were addressed. As a result, my 
urgent concern remains unattended, which is why | am now turning to you. | ask for your 
understanding if my English is not entirely fluent, as it's not my native language, and this letter is a 
translation from German. 


The motive behind this letter revolves around revising my medical directives, specifically regarding the 
refusal of blood components. Since my last decision on blood fractions, my circumstances have 
changed - | now have two children. Recognizing that my choices might significantly impact them in an 
emergency, | felt compelled to reevaluate my prior, somewhat idealistic, decisions of conscience. 


To achieve this, | committed myself to delve deeper into the fundamental principles behind the 
prohibition of blood through prayer and study. 


During this process, I've encountered apparent contradictions that, from my perspective, cannot be 
reconciled with our current knowledge. 


Below, | would like to comprehensively illustrate to you the points related to this matter as clearly as 
possible. Please forgive the length of my writing due to this. However, | consider it necessary, given 
the significance of this issue, to delve partially into both the 'depth' and the 'breadth’' of it (Ephesians 
3:18). 


Firstly, | want to clarify that my intent is not to suggest that "God’s law on blood is open to reform to 
fit shifting opinions" (w04 6/15 p. 29). Instead, it's crucial for all of us to heed the counsel: "Keep 
perceiving what the will of Jehovah is" (Eph. 5:17), just as the faithful and discreet slave recognizes this 
as a sacred responsibility (Matt. 24:45). 


|, too, do not intend to lecture anyone, understanding that much of my knowledge about God's Word 
has been acquired through the teachings of the faithful slave. If | employ an explanatory style at certain 
points, it's solely to ensure the comprehensibility of my thought process. 


In an issue of the Watchtower, it was stated: 


"There is, however, a soul-searching question that each of us needs to ask himself. ‘If | have 
decided not to accept blood transfusions, why? Honestly, what is my primary, fundamental 


reason?’" 
(w91 6/15 p. 12 par. 20) 


| have repeatedly asked myself this question. It is not my intention to contradict decisions made by the 
Governing Body. Nevertheless, there are aspects that every Christian must fully grasp individually in 
order to make decisions that endure under trials (1 Cor. 3:12, 13). As aptly stated in a Watchtower: 


"When (The Jewish people in ancient Beroea) first heard the good news about Jesus, they 


consulted the Hebrew Scriptures to confirm what they were being told." 
(w21 May p. 3 par. 8) 


And: 


"In your house of faith, you should use not only such soft materials as feelings and emotions 
but also hard facts and solid logic. You need to prove to yourself that the Bible contains the 
truth about Jehovah. - Rom. 12:2. (...) You too must logically reason on what you have learned 


about Jehovah from reading the Bible." 
(w20 July p. 9 par. 3; p. 10 par. 8) 


In accordance with Romans 12:2, | have attempted to discern ‘the will of God’ regarding the issue of 
blood. In this process, questions surfaced that have preoccupied me since my youth. Allow me to 
briefly outline them first: 


e Inthe Jerusalem decision (‘Apostolic Decree,’ Acts 15), apart from blood, meat sacrificed to 
idols was also prohibited. Additionally, Paul was later pressed to formally adhere to Jewish 
customs and the law. However, in his letters, he strongly argues against turning these matters 
into laws. Instead, he entrusts them to the believer's conscience, seemingly in contrast to the 
Apostolic Decree. 


e The command to abstain from blood is mentioned rather retrospectively and incidentally in 
the Book of Acts. It is nowhere emphasized as a central prohibition. In the remaining Christian 
Greek writings, including the Gospels, it is not mentioned at all, not even by Jesus. 
Nevertheless, if strictly applied today, it would override all other commands, including those 
of loving one's neighbor, the sanctity of life, and caring for one's relatives. 


e The resulting obligation to extensively engage with medical procedures and constantly carry a 
written document seems, in relation to all other doctrines, out of place and not in line with the 
spirit of Christian freedom as taught by Jesus or Paul. 


In order to address these challenges, | would like to present my thoughts categorized under the 
following headings:: 


#1 
#2 


#3 
#4 


#5 
#6 


#7 


Note: 


The problem of meat sacrificed to idols 
The commandments to Noah as a 
basis? 

The actual background of the AD 

A parallel in the Mosaic Law 


Paul's concession as an indication 
Consequences of the ban - 

in the past and today 

The sacrifice of Jesus 


#8 
#9 


#10 
#11 


#12 
#13 


#14 


Law and mercy 
Martyrdom by law? 


"wicked man" or "smoldering wick"? 
Specialist knowledge and compulsory 
identification 

Conclusion 

Closing words 


Appendix - The storage of blood 


To maintain consistency with specialized literature and for the sake of readability, | have used the 
relevant terms such as: 
Apostolic Decree, Table Fellowship, Antioch Incident, Noachide Laws, New Testament, Gentile Mission 


etc. 


#1 The problem of meat sacrificed to idols 


First and foremost, | wish to elucidate how | delved into this subject matter extensively. 


Upon reviewing the events chronicled in the book of Acts, it becomes apparent that the blood 
prohibition in 49 CE is not highlighted prominently in comparison to the prohibition concerning 
consuming meat sacrificed to idols and the other decrees. Hence, one might presume that all the 
directives outlined in the Jerusalem decision were given equal weight in subsequent events. 


However, this assumption proves otherwise. Six years after the Jerusalem decision, Paul, in his first 
letter to the Corinthians, urged consideration for the conscience of fellow believers (1 Corinthians 
10:23-24, 28-29). Simultaneously, he conveyed that it was generally permissible to consume meat 
sacrificed to idols: 


"Eat whatever is sold ina meat market, making no inquiry because of your conscience, for “to 
Jehovah belong the earth and everything in it.” If an unbeliever invites you and you want to 
go, eat whatever is set before you, making no inquiry on account of your conscience." (1 
Cor. 10:25-27) 


This directly contradicted the Apostolic Decree's injunction to "keep abstaining from things sacrificed 
to idols" (Acts 15:29). Adhering to such an injunction would have necessitated careful scrutiny. 


However, Paul appeared to align with the fundamental statement of Jesus, who, under inspiration, 
declared: 


"Are you not aware that nothing from outside that enters into a man can defile him, since it 
enters, not into his heart, but into his stomach, and it passes out into the sewer?” Thus he 
declared all foods clean." (Mark 7:18, 19) 


This apparent contradiction between Jesus and Paul regarding the prohibition of certain foods is 
noteworthy. The /nsight book attempts to resolve this by suggesting a limitation: 


»Many persons before becoming Christians had been accustomed to eating meats offered to 
idols with a feeling of reverence for the idol. (1Co 8:7) (...) Quite fittingly, therefore, by formal 
letter from Jerusalem, the governing body of the early Christian congregation, under the 


guidance of the holy spirit, forbade such formal, religious eating of meats offered to idols" 
(it-1 pp. 1172-1173, ,,|dols, Meats Offered to“) 


This explanation contends that the instruction from the Apostolic Decree refers solely to the "formal" 
consumption of meat sacrificed to idols. Therefore, if a Christian were to consume such meat at home 
without having “a feeling of reverence for the idol", it would be permissible. 


However, this limitation was not made in the Apostolic Decree. It was unequivocally stated: 
"Keep abstaining from things sacrificed to idols" (Acts 15:29). 


This wording allows no room for the interpretation that it depends on the inner attitude during the 
meal or the place where it is eaten. 


If Paul permitted something in principle that was forbidden in the Apostolic Decree, it raises questions 
about the intentions behind the other prohibitions it contained. 


One might first inquire why the meeting was convened initially. Was the Jerusalem decision primarily 
aimed at rescuing Christians from idolatry? Was there an urgent concern regarding this matter that 
prompted the governing body to convene? No, idolatry wasn't the issue. According to Acts 15:1 and 
Gal. 2:4, the focal point was circumcision. 


Luke implies in Acts that this wasn't solely due to an unwillingness to learn but also a genuine zeal that 
simply required more time: ,,they said to him: “You see, brother, how many thousands of believers 
there are among the Jews, and they are all zealous for the Law.“ (Acts 21:20). 


Evidently, for Paul, accommodating Jewish Christians with weaker faith, those whose consciences 
were still bound by regulations, constituted the core and essence of the Apostolic Decree (Rom. 14:2). 


#2 The commandments to Noah as a basis? 


Another explanation that | encountered in my study of the background behind the Apostolic Decree is 
linked to its justification. Our literature explains it as follows: 


"This was discussed at a council of the Christian governing body, which included the apostles. 
Jesus’ half brother James referred to writings containing the commands about blood stated 


to Noah and to the nation of Israel. Would such be binding on Christians? - Acts 15:1-21." 
(Brochure ,,How Can Blood Save Your Life?“, p. 5) 


Several questions arose immediately when | read this: 

What is the basis for concluding that James referred to the commandments given to Noah in addition 
to the Mosaic Law? How did James arrive at this specific selection of commandments? Was James 
directly inspired by Jehovah through the Holy Spirit to deem certain commandments as particularly 
sacred and eternally binding for Christians? 


This is doubtful because that wasn't the focus at all. The issue of whether "the commands about blood 
stated to Noah" were binding for Christians was neither the subject of discussion nor addressed in any 
way in the subsequent debate. 


Nevertheless, the Watchtower claims: 


"This command applied to all the offspring of Noah, from whom all nations of the earth have 
descended." 
(w95 1/15 p. 6) 


The notion of inheriting the so-called Noahide commandments is widespread in present-day 
Judaism, yet the Bible itself makes no such statement. The only covenant that Jehovah established 
equally with Noah and all his descendants was the rainbow covenant. However, he introduced this 
covenant with the words: “/ am now establishing my covenant with you and with your offspring after 
you, and with every living creature that is with you, the birds, the animals, and all the living creatures 
of the earth with you, all those that came out of the ark" (Genesis 9:9, 10). This additional clause was 
not included in the aforementioned prohibition on blood. 


Otherwise, in addition to the prohibition of blood, the command "Be fruitful and become many and fill 
the earth" would also be eternally valid (Genesis 9:1). However, this command evidently no longer 
applied during the time of the early Christians (1 Cor. 7:38). Thus, it ceased when its purpose was 
fulfilled. Similarly, the purpose of animal blood concluded after Jesus offered a superior sacrifice (Heb. 
9:23-28; 10:4).” 


“ See #7 The sacrifice of Jesus 


#3 The actual background of the Apostolic Decree 


The context in which the decision of the Jerusalem governing body was reached is crucial for our 
comprehension. 


How did the apostles and elders in Jerusalem arrive at this specific selection of commandments in the 
first place? What pressing matter necessitated clarification? Was it a case of delineating eternally valid 
regulations, as if the Holy Spirit abruptly determined the need to perpetually transfer certain 
commandments from the Mosaic Law into Christian life? 


Luke retrospectively reports this in the Acts of the Apostles. After Paul's conversion, he and Barnabas 
preached the good news among the Gentile nations. When the governing body in Jerusalem learned 
that a large number of Gentiles had become Christians, it was decided to divide the preaching territory: 
Just as Peter had previously taken the lead in preaching among (circumcised) Jews, Paul was now to 
do so among (uncircumcised) Gentiles (Gal. 2:7-9). Accordingly, Peter, James, and John assumed 
responsibility for the Jewish outreach, while Paul and Barnabas focused on the Gentiles (Acts 9:15, 
Rom. 11:13). 


Now, however, some Pharisees also became believers, who were naturally still very zealous for the 
Law of Moses. This was not a problem in itself, as there was no prohibition against continuing to keep 
the commandments, even if it was no longer necessary. Paul argued that everyone should ‘remain as 
they were when they believed’ (1 Cor. 7:17-20 and Acts 15:2 according to D (Codex Bezae)). 


Yet, these Jewish Christians insisted that Gentile Christians had to be circumcised. But why did they 
demand this? It was due to the Jewish tradition of halakhah that forbade them from associating with 
the uncircumcised (Acts 10:28; w97 6/15 p. 13). Evidently, they believed that Jews would ritually defile 
themselves by doing so. 


It wouldn't have been very helpful to establish, as a result of this charged discussion, a moral code 
whose components seemed arbitrarily spread across the books of the Torah, referring to 
commandments to Noah and Moses and applying them to all Christians. A selection of regulations, 
justified only by the authority of the Governing Body and a sudden inspiration by the Holy Spirit, would 
hardly have reassured former Pharisees. Moreover, the issue of blood was not even under discussion 
and would not have contributed to resolving the actual problem. 


#4 A parallel in the Mosaic Law 


Therefore, there had to be an evident parallel between the contemporary issues and the Law of Moses, 
which addressed the abstention requirements in context and was suitable for quelling the unrest. 
Indeed, such a parallel did exist. 


A professor of the New Testament provides a very interesting explanation here: 


"The argument of the Jerusalemites was: "If Gentile Christians are allowed to belong to the 
congregation uncircumcised, then the Jewish-Christian part must be protected from the 
defilement that arises for them above all during the communal celebration of meals with the 
uncircumcised." The "commandments which the Torah prescribes for foreigners in the land of 
Israel" serve this purpose because "if at least these commandments are made obligatory for 
them (= the Gentile Christians), it is justifiable to resume the broken table fellowship. Then 


the law of God is at least elementarily fulfilled in the church of Jews and Gentiles." 
(Ulrich Wilckens, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (2003), Bd. 1, Teilbd. 2, S. 264) 


Other scholars are also of the opinion that James apparently specifically chose commandments from 
Leviticus 17 and 18 for a very specific reason’. These were the only commandments addressed to 
uncircumcised foreigners allowed to live among the people. By adhering to certain ‘fundamental laws 
of the land’, Israelites who associated with them would not become ritually defiled (see it-1, p. 72, 
"Alien Resident"). Importantly, circumcision was not among these requirements. This was significant 
because the issue of circumcision was the actual reason for the meeting in Jerusalem. 


Nevertheless, foreigners living among the Israelites were required to abstain from idolatry (Leviticus 
17:8, 9; 18:21, 26), from consuming blood (Chapter 17:10), from eating strangled or unbled flesh 
(Chapter 17:13-16), and from engaging in fornication (Chapter 18:20, 26). Clearly, even during Moses' 
time, Jews were able to worship with a clear conscience, even when among strangers who adhered to 
only the minimum regulations instead of the comprehensive requirements of the entire Torah. So, 
why shouldn't Jewish Christians have been able to do the same? 


This parallel was highly relevant since the demands of the complaining Jewish Christians were evidently 
rooted primarily in their concern for their own ritual purity (Acts 15:5). It was significant that Peter 
argued in his speech that God "made no distinction at all between us and them, but purified their hearts 
by faith" (Acts 15:9). 


"This text does not appear to have been regarded as a basis for our Bible studies, as we are accustomed 
to the wording of the translation from Hebrew, and the parallel may not be immediately apparent. 
However, considering that the Christians in Jerusalem at that time primarily spoke Aramaic, it is 
probable that they quoted neither from the Greek Septuagint nor from the Hebrew text but from the 
more familiar Aramaic. These known as Targums present the commandments from Leviticus 17 and 
18 in precisely the same order as in Acts 15. Therefore, no further composite derivation from various 
passages of the law or even the commandments to Noah would have been necessary. 


(Hans Waitz, Das Problem des sog. Aposteldekrets, ZKG 55 (1936), S. 227 - 263; 
Jurgen Wehnert - Die Reinheit des christlichen Gottesvolkes aus Juden und Heiden, Gottingen, S. 216, 235-236) 


A professor of theology and ancient Judaism concludes that 


"the four provisions specify behaviors that were considered essential from a Jewish 
perspective in order to be able to tolerate a closer community with non-Jews." 


(Roland Deines, Das Aposteldekret - Halacha fiir Heidenchristen 
oder Christliche Ruicksichtnahme auf Jiidische Tabus? S. 351) 


With this parallel to the time of Moses, even Jewish Christians, who were still very zealous for the law 
and worried about defiling themselves by associating with Gentiles, could now make sense of it (Acts 
15:5). 


However, even for Gentile Christians, it would neither be too burdensome nor difficult to understand 
because Gentiles have always known the requirements that applied to them when joining the Jewish 
community. This is why James underlined: 

»For from ancient times Moses has had those who preach him in city after city, because he is read aloud 
in the synagogues on every sabbath.“ (Acts 15:21). 


The result was in line with the Holy Spirit, but not in the sense of a God-breathed selection of eternal 
commandments. The very fact that God had already poured out his Spirit on uncircumcised Gentiles 
proved that God no longer demanded compliance with the maximum requirements of the law. Purity 
that came from the heart was sufficient for salvation in His eyes (Acts 15:7-9, 28). However, out of 
consideration for the conscience of Jewish Christians, the Holy Spirit guided the elders to a scriptural 
solution to maintain unity between believers of both groups during this particular transitional period. 
The aim was not to establish a new moral code but to achieve peace (Acts 15:33). 


#5 Paul's concession as an indication 


Remarkably, the prohibition of blood is mentioned a second and final time in the Bible within the 
context of a concession to strictly law-oriented Jewish Christians—not as an eternal command for all 
people. 


In Acts 21, it's recounted how Paul later returned to Jerusalem, where there was once again unrest 
among Jewish Christians who were "all zealous for the law" (v. 20). They had heard rumors that Paul 
"have been teaching all the Jews among the nations an apostasy from Moses". Consequently, the 
elders urged him to perform a ritual purification, shave his head, and make an offering in the Temple 
for himself (v. 21-24). Although there was no divine obligation for these actions anymore, Paul did 
them out of consideration for the conscience of the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. It wasn't forbidden 
to do these things, but it would contribute to peace. 


The elders reminded Paul of the Apostolic Decree on this occasion, marking the second and final 
mention of the abstention commands (v. 25). This second mention provides a clear indication of the 
occasion and background for which the commands were originally given. It was about establishing 
peace and unity between Gentile Christians and Jewish Christians - and sometimes, for the sake of 
that unity, certain rights had to be waived. However, this didn’t imply deriving a universal command 
for all times (Gal. 5:1). 


The Watchtower also highlights another interesting background in this context, taking into account 
both the place and the specific time of that decision: 


"Also, the Sanhedrin could declare Christianity an apostasy from Judaism. If that happened, 
Jews who associated with Christians could be punished. They would be made social outcasts 
and barred from witnessing in the temple or in synagogues. Hence, the congregation elders 
advised Paul to prove these rumors wrong by his going to the temple and doing something 


that God did not require of him but that was not objectionable. - Acts 21:18-27." 


(w16 September p. 15 par. 1) 


The decision regarding the abstention commands might also be viewed against this backdrop, as it was 
mentioned in the same context. Certainly, having a written directive for adherence to the Torah's 
minimal requirements was helpful for the "legal establishment" of faith in Jerusalem and Judea (Phil. 
1:7). 


Paul was willing to make this concession as there was a religiously charged atmosphere in Jerusalem. 
However, he had already made clear his fundamental stance years earlier. At that time, he strongly 
rebuked Peter, who didn’t observe Jewish purity regulations (halakhah) himself but pretended when 
Jewish Christians from Jerusalem appeared, suddenly refraining from eating with the Gentile Christians 
out of fear of them (Gal. 2:11-16). 


The difference between this so-called "Antioch Incident" and Paul's concession in Jerusalem was that 
Antioch was the center of the Gentile mission, far from Jewish influence. There, it was primarily 
essential to consider the feelings of the Gentile Christians, and Paul was unwilling to bend the truth 
solely due to fear of people (Gal. 2:14). Additionally, in his letters, he clearly advocated against the 
necessity of circumcision (Gal. 5:2-6, Rom. 3:21-22). In contrast, in Jerusalem, the task was to legally 
enable a community life in the long term and then to legally establish it. 


10 


To reconcile the two groups, it was necessary to agree on the most basic requirements. The minimal 
demands referenced in the Apostolic Decree were ideal for this purpose. In this way, law-abiding 
Jewish Christians could observe their rituals without feeling they were defiling themselves when 
associating with Gentile Christians. Moreover, since these abstention commands didn't require any 
active or ritualistic actions from them, it was equally easy for Gentile Christians to adhere to them, 
much like foreigners living in Israel once did (Acts 15:19). 
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#6 Consequences of the ban - in the past and today 


The Apostolic Decree thus arose against the background of the challenge of enabling fellowship 
between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians. All assemblies of that time must have been aware of 
this problem, which is why they apparently were willing, without complaint, to observe these simple 
abstinence rules. The selection of commandments was neither arbitrary nor meant to be understood 
as an eternal moral code; instead, it served peace and unity in a challenging transitional period. 


This explanation would resolve another inconsistency: For neither in the Gospels nor in the rest of the 
Acts of the Apostles or other Christian writings is any particular significance attached to the subject of 
blood. However, for us, it has become a matter of life and death, compelling us to carry identity cards 
and documents and, in doubtful situations, to prioritize a ritual commandment above the royal 
commandment of love (Rom. 13:9, 10; 1 Cor. 13:13). 


Moreover, in the case of medically necessary treatment, it is no longer a rule that could be said to "not 
trouble those from the nations who are turning to God" (Acts 15:19). If the purpose behind the 
Jerusalem decision was to foster unity between the two groups, the exact opposite is now being 
achieved. 


It's not uncommon for loving parents who hear the name ‘Jehovah's Witnesses’ to be reminded: 'Those 
are the ones who let their children die!’ And | must admit that such moments painfully remind me of 
the Bible text: 'The name of God is being blasphemed among the nations because of you' (Rom. 2:24). 
Yet, this is what many people today associate with the name of Jehovah. This law has become a litmus 
test for those who are drawn to Jehovah's people in many other respects - but whose natural feelings 
of concern are rightly stirred when they learn about our handling of the blood prohibition. In contrast, 
Paul admonished, ‘Let your reasonableness become known to all men’ (Philippians 4:5). 


And Jesus defined what our true identification mark should be: "By this all will know that you are my 
disciples - if you have love among yourselves." (John 13:35). For difficult considerations, he gave his 
followers a guideline that he took from the scriptures when he quoted: "! want mercy and not 
sacrifice" (Matt. 12:7). 


The entire tone of the New Testament is driven by the supreme commandment of love, less by laws, 
and not at all by rules regarding life and death. Let's ask ourselves: Shouldn't our kind heavenly Father 
have been aware that an originally easy-to-follow dietary regulation, arising in a particular period, 
could later become an overriding law regarding life and death? And if He had wanted this, wouldn't He 
have referred to it through His Son or subsequent Bible writers? Instead, the incident is mentioned 
very casually, nestled within a retrospective we now, simply but accurately, call the 'Acts of the 
Apostles.’ 


Interestingly, the apostles and elders in Jerusalem also didn't mention consequences for disregarding 
the commandments, as one would expect from a universally applicable moral justification. On the 
contrary, their tone remained neither commanding nor admonishing; they concluded their letter with 
the words: "Good health to you!" 
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If it were a fundamental moral law, wouldn't Paul have mentioned the consumption of blood or eating 
meat sacrificed to idols in his list of reasons for disfellowshipping (1 Cor. 5:11)? Interestingly, no 
dietary regulations or similar are listed at this point. 


Wasn't disfellowshipping originally intended to protect the congregation from unrepentant sinners? 
But is one a sinner when, faced with death, one faithfully weighs a presumed rule against kindness and 
mercy for oneself personally? 


For us, the question arises: What conclusion do we draw from this? Because God teaches us not only 
where He wrote something down but also where He deliberately did not. So, what leads us today to 
expand the inspired reasons for disfellowshipping? 


The Jerusalem decision apparently wasn't about establishing eternally valid moral commandments but 
rather setting ‘necessary things' for that particular time that served ‘peace’ (Acts 15:28, 29; Rom. 
14:19). 
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#7 The sacrifice of Jesus 


What could the absence of a central focus on blood in the New Testament additionally indicate? 


The fact that blood was considered holy in ancient Israel meant, firstly, that it had to be set apart for 
a special purpose. What was blood sanctified or set apart for? 


The Scripture says: 


,For the life of the flesh is in the blood, and | myself have given it on the altar for you to 
make atonement for yourselves, because it is the blood that makes atonement by means of 
the life in it. That is why | have said to the Israelites: “None of you should eat blood, and no 
foreigner who is residing in your midst should eat blood.” (Leviticus 17:11, 12) 


Blood was kept holy solely because it was to be reserved for the priests to atone for the sins of the 
people. Could the eternal sacrifice of Jesus have influenced the further use of blood? Paul wrote: 


,Also, every priest takes his station day after day to offer holy service and to make the same 
sacrifices often, which can never take sins away completely. But this man offered one 
sacrifice for sins for all time and sat down at the right hand of God, (...) Now where there is 
forgiveness of these, there is no longer an offering for sin.“ 

(Hebrews 10:11, 12, 18) 


The purpose for which blood had to be kept holy was fulfilled "once for all time" by the sacrifice of 
Jesus (Heb. 7:27; 9:23-28; 10:4, 5, 11). Blood obviously no longer had to be set apart for a special 
purpose. The notably low importance attributed to animal blood by Jesus and Paul might affirm this. 
Furthermore, another fact supports this conclusion: Even in the Acts of the Apostles, there is no 
mention of a repetition of the command to "pour (blood) out on the ground like water" after 
slaughtering an animal (Deut. 12:16). 


Animal blood had fulfilled its purpose in worship. Apparently, its symbolic power was transferred to 
the blood of Jesus. Paul suggested this idea when he wrote: 


,Anyone who has disregarded the Law of Moses dies without compassion on the testimony 
of two or three. How much greater punishment do you think a person will deserve who has 
trampled on the Son of God and who has regarded as of ordinary value the blood of the 
covenant by which he was sanctified, and who has outraged the spirit of undeserved kindness 
with contempt?“ (Hebrews 10:28, 29). 


A person who knowingly violated the Law of Moses disregarded Jehovah's provision for salvation, 
rendering the regularly offered sacrificial blood ineffective for them. Therefore, the Israelites were not 
to regard this blood, intended for salvation, as something of ordinary value. This explains why the use 
of blood was so strictly regulated under the Mosaic Law. However, Paul mentions this fact in the past 
tense. For the present, Paul applies the principle with the warning not to regard the blood of Jesus as 
"something of ordinary value" through deliberate sins (verse 26, 29). 


Animal blood was merely a shadow of Jesus' sacrificial blood, and when it was finally offered, the 
formal sanctification of animal blood seemingly came to an end (Col. 2:17). In its place emerged the 
obligation to sanctify Jesus' blood through our way of life, thus honoring the "spirit of undeserved 


“See #14 Appendix - The storage of blood 
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kindness" (Heb. 10:29). Nowhere does Paul mention an obligation for a ritualized handling of blood; 
instead, he emphasizes that our way of life demonstrates whether we value Jesus’ blood or not. The 
time of these "things" had come to an end, "but the reality belongs to Christ." (Col. 2:17). 


Jehovah himself does not need anything from us, but he had established these commandments for our 
own benefit in order to impart spiritual realities to us (Acts 17:25, Heb. 10:1-12). Once his people had 
sufficiently understood the essence of these things, they were to, as Jesus taught, focus on love (Matt. 
22:36-40, Col. 2:14, Gal. 5:14). And if we are personally faced with the challenge of weighing the 
sacredness of a temporarily necessary symbol against the sacredness of life, it should be obvious what 
our merciful God expects of us. Especially since the blood of an imperfect human never held a symbolic 
power; only Jesus' blood was capable of that (Exodus 12:5, 1 Peter 1:18, 19). 
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#8 Law and mercy 


Today, to justify the unconditional observance of the prohibition on blood, even in emergencies, the 
words of Jesus are often cited in our publications: "Whoever wants to save his life will lose it" (Matt. 
16:25). Jesus spoke these words against the backdrop of Peter trying to dissuade him from going to 
Jerusalem and facing death. Then, he applied these words generally to his followers. They too had to 
be willing to "follow Jesus continually" (Matt. 16:24). 


Should a general principle be derived from these words that anyone who would try to save their life 
would later lose it? The answer becomes clear as the events unfold. How did the apostles behave when 
Jesus was arrested? It says: "Then all the disciples abandoned him and fled" (Matt. 26:56). So they did 
not follow him continually. Did they therefore have to present themselves to a commission afterwards 
or did they even lose their prospect of eternal life? Hardly. Jesus was merciful like his Father, who had 
endowed people with a natural instinct for self-preservation (Matt. 26:41). So instead of rigorously 
applying Jesus' words to individual commandments, it would be appropriate to grasp the main idea 
and firmly resolve not to deny Jesus. 


For in weighing up principles, one could just as well cite the words of Solomon that "a live dog is better 
off than a dead lion" (Eccl. 9:4, 5). The psalmist wrote: "The dead do not praise Jah; Nor do any who go 
down into the silence of death" (Ps. 115:17). A thought to which the Maccabees (around 167 BC) 
already referred, as otherwise they would have been defenceless against enemy attacks on the 
Sabbath and as a result there would probably have been no more Jews in Israel who praised God - and 
from whom the Messiah could have emerged. The Watchtower says: ,, The Talmud reflects this trend 
in the later statement: “Let them desecrate one Sabbath so that they may sanctify many Sabbaths.” - 
Yoma 85b.“ (w98 11/15 p. 23). 


At this point, it is worth taking another look back at the common practice of the Jews at the time of 
Jesus. An issue of Awake! states: 


"But what about blood in transfusions? Even orthodox Jews, who scrupulously avoid the 
eating of blood, appear to have no objection to this practice." 
(g86 9/8 p. 25) 


Unfortunately, the reasons for this are not discussed further in this issue. The Sabbath was as 
important to Jews at that time as the law on the sanctity of blood. Jehovah God designated the Sabbath 
as something holy that was also reserved exclusively for him. According to the Mosaic Law, it would 
be a capital offense to deliberately desecrate the Sabbath: 


"It is something holy to Jehovah. Anyone doing work on the Sabbath day must be put to 
death." (Exodus 31:15). 
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The Jewish religious authorities undoubtedly bound together heavy loads for the people through their 
traditions (Matt. 23:4). Nevertheless, it is worth noting that even these strict regulations left room for 
mercy: 


"The Jewish religious leaders believe that healing is lawful on the Sabbath only if life is in 


danger." 
(jy chap. 32 p. 78) 


In other words, although the Mosaic Law made no exception for the Sabbath law, it was obvious even 
to rule-oriented Pharisees that this could not apply to life-threatening emergency situations. It was 
even considered ruthless to prioritize the Sabbath law over the life and well-being of an animal - and 
Jesus himself confirmed this attitude: 


"He said to them: “If you have one sheep and that sheep falls into a pit on the Sabbath, is 
there aman among you who will not grab hold of it and lift it out?" (Matt. 12:11). 


But how did the Jews during Jesus' time come to act in this manner and disregard such a fundamental 
commandment in emergencies? They were taught an important principle called pikuach nefesh 
("saving a soul"). The German newspaper "Der Tagesspiegel" explains: 


""Pikuach Nefesh", however, expresses that saving human life is a supreme commandment, 
the observance of which even demands the transgression of other commandments. 
Everything must be done to save a human being. The only exceptions are murder, incest and 
idolatry. Keeping Shabat holy, for example, is binding for believing Jews. Anyone who 
deliberately transgresses the commandment despite a warning is committing a capital 
offense, so to speak. "Pikuach Nefesh", on the other hand, not only allows, but even obliges 
people to violate the Shabat commandment." 

(Corona und Judentum: "Die Rettung des Lebens hat absoluten Vorrang", 


Tagesspiegel vom 30.04.2020) 
(translation by me) 


The earliest testimony to this rule is the instruction of the Maccabee Mattathias, who, as already 
mentioned, allowed the Jews to defend themselves on the Sabbath around 167 BCE (w98 11/15 p. 23). 
The commandment of ,,pikuach nefesh“ was derived from this, which later found its way into the 
Talmud. 


Jesus was obviously referring to this exception rule with his example. Although it was not a divine law 
written down by Moses, Jesus accepted it as an obvious commandment of mercy and legitimized the 
common practice of the Jews of his day through his actions. For him, there was no need for further 
legitimization for acts of mercy. 
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Our "Glossary" (2023) says about the Talmud: 
"Although the Talmud provides interesting background information on Jewish traditions and 
interpretation of the Scriptures, it teaches people to think legalistically, not in terms of God’s 


justice and love. (Mt 23:23, 24; Lu 11:42)" 


At this point, however, the exact opposite is the case. Jewish teaching and tradition reflected more 
mercy here than our current interpretation, which places a rule above a person's life. 


Jesus pointed out in the cited Bible text: 


"Because you give the tenth of the mint and the dill and the cumin, but you have disregarded 
the weightier matters of the Law, namely, justice and mercy and faithfulness." (Matt. 23:23) 


Let us ask ourselves: If the suffering of animals limited one of the most important Jewish laws, how 
much more must this apply to a human being? Jesus added to his example the words: 


"How much more valuable is a man than a sheep!" 
(Matt. 12:12) 


It must therefore be noted: Our current application of the laws, which must be observed even at the 


risk of one's life, goes even further than the regulations of ultra-orthodox Jews and leaves less room 
for mercy than the Pharisees of Jesus’ time. 
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#9 Martyrdom by law? 


Did Jehovah ever require his people to obey a commandment that would potentially put their lives in 
danger? Our book ,,/nsight on the Scriptures“ gives a revealing example: 


"While in Egypt the Israelites, being slaves, could not have kept the Sabbath even if they had 
been under such law at the time. Pharaoh complained that Moses was interfering even when 
he asked for a three-day period to make a sacrifice to God. How much more so if the Israelites 
had tried to rest one day out of every seven. (Ex 5:1-5)" 


(it-2 pp. 830-833 ,,Sabbath Day“, p. 831) 


In his legislation, Jehovah therefore took account of people's possibilities and circumstances. He did 
not enact laws whose observance in difficult times would turn his worshippers or their children into 
martyrs. He expected loyalty, but he was aware of his children's limits in extreme situations and would 
never"let them be tempted beyond what they can bear“ (1 Cor. 10:13). For “as a father shows mercy 
to his sons, Jehovah has shown mercy to those who fear him. For he himself well knows the formation 
of us, Remembering that we are dust." (Ps. 103:13, 14). 


Now consider this scenario: Christian parents have a seriously ill child. Only a special treatment method 
involving blood components could save the child's life. After bloodless alternatives were deemed 
insufficient in the medical consultation, the parents now face the difficult decision of whether to 
proceed with the operation or leave their child to die. A similarly challenging situation would arise if a 
parent faced the same decision due to an illness. Should they allow the child to grow up as a half- 
orphan with all the psychological damage it would cause, as well as the probable lack of Christian 
upbringing? 


The answer is clear. The idea that a father must sacrifice his child for a divine command is completely 
repugnant to our Creator. A look at ancient Israel makes this abundantly clear when it speaks of 
apostate Israelites: "They built the high places of Ba‘al in order to burn their sons in the fire as whole 
burnt offerings to Ba’al, something that | had not commanded or spoken of and that had never even 
come into my heart." (Jer. 19:5). God does not require such proofs of faith — and it would completely 
contradict his claim to love out of free will. Paul said: "nor is he served by human hands as if he needed 
anything, because he himself gives to all people life and breath and all things." (Acts 17:25). 


Regarding Abraham's willingness to sacrifice his son Isaac, the Watchtower writes: 


"Jehovah (...) did not allow Abraham to go through with the sacrifice, even though Abraham 
was prepared to do so, nor has God ever again made such a request of anyone. Jehovah 
wants all of his worshippers, including children, to continue living - to enjoy a long and 
satisfying life. (...) He spared Abraham the worst loss a parent can suffer; he protected Isaac 


from death." 
(w12 1/1 p. 23) 
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From all of this, it becomes clear that it would never have crossed God's mind to demand the sacrifice 
of anyone's child. Neither for Him, the Most High, personally - nor for a commandment that originally 
did not even determine life and death, but was given as a mere food commandment. A biblical scholar 
stated: 


Rabbinic catalogs of commandments that are to be observed even in cases of mortal 
danger do not appear before the 2nd century.“ 

(Jurgen Wehnert - Die Reinheit des christlichen 

Gottesvolkes aus Juden und Heiden, Gottingen, S. 238). 


Our loving heavenly Father would never ordain martyrdom by law. Instead, he will remember those 
who have voluntarily decided to do so out of deepest conviction (Rev. 6:9-11).” 


If, on the other hand, we teach that Jehovah would expect exactly that from Christian parents, we 
wrongly present the characteristics of our Father, whose witnesses we want to be, as cruel and 
merciless before the whole world. Therefore, | consider a hardship provision regarding blood 
necessary, derived and legitimized solely from the characteristics of our Father - just as Jews and Jesus 
did back then regarding the Sabbath law - without requiring a written exemption rule for it. 


“The fact that some Christians in the post-apostolic era chose death rather than eating meat not drained of blood 
cannot, in my opinion, be considered a standard or law for every Christian. Paul ,,clearly“ warned Timothy "that 
in later times some will (...) forbid marriage and command people to abstain from foods that God created (...) For 
every creation of God is fine, and nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving." (1 Tim. 4:1-4). 


There will be a reason why Jehovah did not allow such extreme examples to be recorded in the inspired writings 
as were later reported by Tertullian or Eusebius. At their time, i.e. after the death of the last apostle, the 
"restraint" against apostasy had already been removed, so that influences and teachings that were not in 
Jehovah's mind could spread (2 Thess. 2:3, 6-7). Even Paul had to argue sharply against Judaizers who “arguing 
that circumcision would profit (...) that it would advance (...) in Christianity" (it-1 "Galatians, Letter to the" p. 882). 
They were already attempting to turn freedom into law again. When the regulating influence of the apostles was 
then lacking, “oppressive wolves" were finally able to assert themselves, who would "not treat the flock with 
tenderness" and taught an overly strict interpretation of the scriptures. However, this no longer had anything to 
do with "the wholesome teaching" (Acts 20:29, 30; 2 Timothy 4:3). 


Tertullian himself was known to have a certain fascination with martyrdom (w02 5/15 p. 29). And elsewhere he 


mentioned, for example, that the Christians of his day celebrated the Saturnalia (g93 11/22 p. 11). The lifestyle 
of Christians after the apostasy can therefore be a crooked yardstick. 
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#10 "Wicked man" or "smoldering wick"? 


From time to time, our publications provide information on the possible consequences that agreeing 
to a blood transfusion may have: "eternal damnation" (g89 2/22 p. 27) or "everlasting death" (w04 
6/15 p. 20 par. 7). However, such drastic penalties are threatened in God's Word only to individuals 
displaying open rebellion or brazen defiance. Even during the time when the Mosaic blood prohibition 
was in effect, there was a provision for extenuating circumstances when Israelites were simply 
following their natural instinct for self-preservation (1 Samuel 14:31-35). Neither a death sentence was 
carried out nor was eternal punishment threatened. Instead, a way out was created which, despite the 
seriousness of the situation, showed forbearance and mercy. 


So what should our attitude be in such extreme situations? In Awake! of March 22, 1995 the complete 
letter of a medical doctor who attended a HLC seminar was printed. He wrote: 


"Witnesses are not exercising a ‘right to die’ or attempting to put themselves in a position of 
martyrdom. Nor is the blood issue an organizational dictum but rather a heartfelt personal 
belief." 


This would also correspond perfectly to my view on the subject. However, in my opinion, this does not 
correspond to reality. As before, the consequence for ingesting blood without signs of remorse is 
grounds for disfellowshipping. Index dx86-23 still lists "blood transfusion" under the keyword 
"Disfellowshipping" and the sub-item "grounds", with the only reference being Proclaimers book on p. 
184. 


A general blood ban without leaving the decision to the conscience of the believer does not reflect 
well on the name of Jehovah. Media articles about mothers who choose to die and thereby leave their 
children alone rather than accept medical blood products for themselves cast a harsh, cold light on the 
community as a whole. The spirit of mercy, embodied in a provision for extenuating circumstances, as 
has been customary among Jehovah's people at all times, does not come to the forefront of people's 
consciousness. The "wisdom from above" is above all "pure", but at the same time "reasonable" and 
"full of mercy" (James 3:17). In view of the fact that the situation may not yet be completely free of 
doubt, | believe it would be advisable to present the domestics with scriptural arguments rather than 
a ban - as a Solid basis for a faithful decision of conscience. 


Above all, someone who, in a life-threatening situation, makes a decision regarding their own body 
through numerous prayers, giving priority to the sanctity of life, responsibility towards their minor 
children and family, and Jehovah's mercy, should not be disfellowshipped. 


No one makes such a decision lightly. It only affects the faith of the Christian himself. The personal 
decision of conscience of a family father in an emergency situation would certainly not have a negative 
impact on the faith of his relatives, but it would have a drastic effect on their emotional and material 
well-being. A decision to take blood would therefore not be a sign of unbelief or selfish behavior, but 
on the contrary, a sign of love and consideration for others to whom he owes care. 


For "if anyone does not provide for those who are his own, and especially for those who are members 
of his household, he has disowned the faith and is worse than a person without faith" (1 Tim. 5:8). In 
Paul's case, his care extended so far that he wrote: "/ could wish that | myself were separated from the 
Christ as the cursed one for the sake of my brothers, my relatives according to the flesh" (Ro 9:3). 


Such a Christian is not a "wicked man" who should be ,,removed from among“ us (1 Cor. 5:11-13). 


Wouldn't such an individual be rather described as a "bruised reed" or a "smoldering wick" (Matt. 
12:20)? 
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What might Jesus have said on this subject if He were still on Earth today? Perhaps similar words to 
those spoken back then: 


"If you had understood what this means, ‘Iwant mercy and not sacrifice,’ you would not have 
condemned the guiltless ones." (Matt. 12:1-7). 


Interestingly, Jesus here did not regard his disciples, who formally broke the Sabbath to satisfy their 
natural needs, as sinners who could later be shown mercy if they repented. He even considers them 
guiltless! In the eyes of his Father, there were no merciless laws that would have condemned them. 
The merciless ones were those who looked more to the letter of the law than its purpose. 


The disciples were simply hungry and needed something to eat. Just as it is a natural need to preserve 
one's life in an emergency situation. God has never condemned a person for this or even commissioned 
someone else to pronounce this judgment. Expecting someone to later regret following their God- 
given instinct for self-preservation is unnatural. Therefore, according to Jesus' words, it is not the one 
who found themselves in this dire situation who is under accusation and answerable to God, but the 
one who mercilessly passed judgment on them. 


However, for us, agreeing to a blood transfusion might result in being disfellowshipped at a later 
judicial committee, as nobody can genuinely repent against their own conscience. To evaluate such a 
person in an organized manner as a "wicked man" who must be "removed" from the congregation 
due to a lack of "repentance" does not correspond to my understanding of God's nature and will. If 
Jehovah had an idealistic approach, it would not be possible for man to fulfill his requirements (Gal. 
3:19; Acts 15:10). But: "Mercy triumphs over judgment" (Jam. 2:13). 
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#11 Specialist knowledge and compulsory identification 


Accompanying the strict prohibition on blood for an exemplary Jehovah's Witness is the obligation to 
extensively engage with medical matters and consistently carry an identification document that attests 
to one's "will" in case of emergency. Not only can the guilty conscience that comes with forgetting the 
document seem almost neurotic - it certainly does not correspond to the spirit of freedom that both 
Jesus and Paul granted to a Christian (John 8:32, 36; Gal. 2:16; 3:11-13; 5:1; Eph. 2:8-9; Rom. 3:28; 7:6; 


1 Cor. 6:12). Or can we imagine Jesus carrying such a document (Matt. 8:20)? 


Adhering to the guidelines regarding the blood ban requires in-depth research and almost scientific 
expertise that far exceeds the discernment of an average Christian. Even the excellent explanations in 
our literature are not always sufficient in individual cases, necessitating the assistance of trained 
members of the Hospital Liaison Committee. One must have each procedure explained in detail by the 
doctor and then extensively research which supposed principles might be affected. But for Paul, the 
essence of the good news was no longer the detailed observance of commandments. Rather, he 
spoke of freedom and released Jesus' followers from the obligation to make "inquiries on account of 
their conscience". (1 Cor. 10:27). 


Now, let's contrast this with some of the duties that have been regularly recommended to us for years 
in our meetings and, in part, are still encouraged: 


Checklist from km 9/99 p. 7 
¢ Carry the current Advance Medical Directive/Release card at all times. 
e See that your children carry the current Identity Card. 


e Review the September 1992 Our Kingdom Ministry insert, rehearsing how to reason with 
doctors and judges regarding treatment for your child. 


e Review articles on blood fractions and alternatives to blood. (Recommended: The 
Watchtower, October 1, 1994, page 31; June 1, 1990, pages 30-1; March 1, 1989, pages 30-1; 
Awake!, December 8, 1994, pages 23-7; August 8, 1993, pages 22-5; November 22, 1991, 
page 10; and Our Kingdom Ministry, September 1992 and November 1990 inserts. Keep them 
in a folder for ready access.) 


Let's ask ourselves: Are there comparable instructions in the history of God's people that confronted 
individuals with such complex and far-reaching decisions, regardless of their level of education and 
understanding? 


Jehovah is a reasonable God. All these rules are more challenging to understand and implement than 


the Sabbath laws in ancient Israel. However, the death of Jesus should free us from this burden (Col. 
2:13, 14). 
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#12 Conclusion 


In view of all this, we must seriously ask ourselves whether our current understanding of the meaning 
of blood is in line with Scripture and God's will. 


The fact that Paul later argued against a part of the Apostolic Decree makes it clear that it was not 
intended as an eternal moral code but as a necessary instrument for peace. A Christian's freedom 
from laws remained fundamentally unaffected by it. The occasion for the Apostolic Decree was neither 
a case of idolatry nor the necessity to transfer a commandment to Noah regarding blood to all 
Christians. It was originally about the question of circumcision. The offered derivation from the 
minimal regulations for foreigners sufficiently explains why the regulations were suitable for 
maintaining peace and unity between the two groups at that time. 


Above all, Jesus Christ himself made it abundantly clear how one should proceed when weighing a law 
against divine mercy (Matt. 9:13; 12:1-12). 


Given these circumstances, | do not find it biblically justifiable to obligate every Christian to martyrdom 
on account of the blood issue. Equally, it is untenable, in my view, to expect repentance from someone 
due to their personal conscience decision, which could lead to their expulsion from the community as 
a consequence. 
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#13 Closing words 


I've attempted to present the results of my years-long research as comprehensibly as possible. 
Although | respect and honor the institution of the faithful and discreet slave, | see urgent need for 
action in this matter. | consider it my sacred duty to point out instances where natural human needs 
of the household are evidently overlooked or not properly acknowledged (Acts 6:1). 


Despite my best and sincere efforts, | have not been able to comprehend, either intellectually or 
emotionally, a perpetual blood ban that remains valid even in an emergency. On the contrary, the 
more | researched it, the greater the gap became between my understanding of God and the current 
handling of the blood ban. This causes me great discomfort. As | have never experienced this with any 
other fundamental doctrine, | would be genuinely thankful to receive counterarguments that highlight 
potential weaknesses in my presentations. Therefore, please feel free to respond to me directly and 
without hesitation. 


Jesus encouraged his listeners: "Keep knocking, and it will be opened to you" (Matt. 7:7). He said this 
not just to a select leadership circle but to the common people during his Sermon on the Mount. As a 
result of my years of knocking in this matter, | have come to the conclusion that, considering the care 
for my family, | am inclined to adopt the attitude of the Apostle Paul: "For | could wish that | myself 
were separated from the Christ as the cursed one for the sake of my brothers, my relatives according 
to the flesh" (Rom. 9:3). However, |am convinced that in this case |am more likely to experience mercy 
than cursing. At least that is how | have come to know my God Jehovah. 


The provisions and assistance provided by the faithful slave, such as the numerous publications and 
the hospital liaison committees, are a loving provision. The sacrifices made by faithful Christians in the 
past for their convictions deserve the highest recognition. Nevertheless, decisions like these, in my 
view, should be left to each individual to make in the future. 


At this point | would like to recall a remarkable reprint from the New York State Journal of Medicine in 
one of our magazines, which ended with the sentences: 


"Respecting the religious consciences of Witness patients may challenge our skills. But as we 
meet this challenge, we underscore valuable liberties that all of us cherish. As John Stuart Mill 


aptly wrote: “No society in which these liberties are not, on the whole, respected, is free, 
whatever may be its form of government... Each is the proper guardian of his own health, 
whether bodily, or mental and spiritual. Mankind are greater gainers by suffering each 
other to live as seems good to themselves, than by compelling each to live as seems good 


to the rest.”" 
(g89 2/22 p. 27) 


This attitude should also apply to the serious decision regarding blood transfusions. A disfellowshipping 
due to a blood transfusion would fundamentally contradict this. 
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Instead, each individual's faith should be allowed to unfold on foundations such as these: 


,Not that we are the masters over your faith, but we are fellow workers for your joy, for it is 
by your faith that you are standing. “ 
(2 Cor. 1:24) 


"The faith that you have, keep it to yourself before God. Happy is the man who does not 
judge himself by what he approves. But if he has doubts, he is already condemned if he eats, 


because he does not eat based on faith. Indeed, everything that is not based on faith is sin." 
(Rom. 14:22-23) 


"But let each one examine his own actions, and then he will have cause for rejoicing in regard 


to himself alone, and not in comparison with the other person. For each one will carry his own 
load.” 


(Gal. 6:4, 5) 
| deeply appreciate the work you do in the Lord's service and for the entire household of faith. 
Especially considering the wise devotion of the governing body, | do not wish to appear ungrateful. | 


have written this letter for one reason alone, as my decisions in this area concern my own interests as 
well as those of my family and children. 


Striving for unity, | send warm regards, 


Your brother 


DXXXX MXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX Congregation 
Germany 
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#14 Appendix - The storage of blood 


| find it somewhat confusing that the commandment from Deut. 12:16 is still cited in our literature 
today in questions about the use of autologous blood or a heart-lung machine. Consequently, all 
Christians who work as butchers today would also have to abide by it and ritually pour out blood to 
the ground during slaughter. 


The fact that God did not reiterate this command in Christian times clearly indicates that the 
sanctification of animal blood lost its significance with the sacrificial death of Jesus. Biblical history is 
full of things and persons that were sanctified only for a specific period or purpose. 


Apart from that, this biblical text wouldn't be relevant for the use of autologous blood in medical 
treatment, as it exclusively pertained to animal blood. Since human blood, except in the case of Jesus' 
voluntary sacrifice, was never eligible for sacrificial purposes, it was never part of a blood prohibition 
at any time. This can also be seen from the fact that it never had to be ritually "poured out" on the 
ground, even during executions. Thus, this command does not apply to blood that has temporarily left 
our body. 


Quite apart from the fact that the blood of a living person still fulfills its purpose of sustaining life. Even 
if this blood permanently contains the life force, it still has no symbol power and is not suitable for 
sacrificial purposes, neither for humans nor animals (Lev 17:11-12). This is probably why Jesus used 
wine at the Last Supper and spoke in anticipation of his blood, which was yet to be shed (Luke 22:20). 
Only after his death did his shed blood obtain the symbolic power for atonement for sins (John 19:30). 
Any regulation of blood only came into effect after the living being had died. 


The life force - undoubtedly the primary purpose of blood - naturally took precedence over the 
symbol. It would be absurd to demand that a person's blood, after it has been directed outwards for 
medical purposes, must then be "poured out on the earth". As long as a person is alive, their blood 
serves its God-given purpose - namely the preservation of their life. 


A symbol can never be holier than the living being itself. Just as blood that was once offered in the 
temple could not be holier than the temple itself. Paul wrote: "Do you not know that your body is the 
temple of the holy spirit within you, which you have from God? Also, you do not belong to yourselves, 
for you were bought with a price. By all means, glorify God in your body." (1 Cor. 6:19, 20). 


As long as we live, our blood serves the holiest of all purposes - life for God. He would never demand 
our life to be sacrificed for a symbol (Gen. 9:6; Ps. 127:3). 
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A general modern blood prohibition also brings about almost unresolvable issues. For example, the 
question of whether Christians (for example during dialysis or in a heart-lung machine) view ,,the 
external tubing as elongating their circulatory system“ (w89 3/1 pp. 30-31). In order to answer such 
questions, one would have to know the machine constructively in detail, which Jehovah would hardly 
demand of a Christian. 


The mentioned Watchtower even stated: 


"Since Christians do not let their blood be stored, some physicians have adapted this 
procedure, arranging the equipment in a circuit that is constantly linked to the patient’s 
circulatory system." 


It must be clearly stated at this point that there is no valid biblical commandment that forbids a 
Christian to store blood. Moreover, one must ask oneself whether Jehovah's pleasure is really 
dependent on such technical subtleties. 


Nevertheless, the Watchtower said about Jehovah's Witnesses regarding autologous blood: 


"We have long appreciated that such stored blood certainly is no longer part of the person. It 
has been completely removed from him, so it should be disposed of in line with God’s Law: 


“You should pour it out upon the ground as water.” - Deuteronomy 12:24." 
(w89 3/1 p. 30) 


And in a later issue we can read the reason for this: 


"Blood is not to be stored; it is to be poured out—returned to God, as it were. Granted, the 
Mosaic Law is not in force now. Nevertheless, Jehovah’s Witnesses respect the principles God 


included in it." 
(w00 10/15 pp. 30-31) 


With this reasoning, one could almost take the principle behind every commandment of the Mosaic 
Law and then formulate it again as a law. Jehovah, however, had a principle recorded in his word, 
which he also characterized as such and which would protect his law from being extended: "through 
us you may learn the rule: “Do not go beyond the things that are written”" (1 Cor. 4:6). 


The governing body of the first century prefaced the abstention commandments with the words: 


"For the holy spirit and we ourselves have favored adding no further burden to you except 
these..." (Acts 15:28). 


If Jehovah was still interested in a blood storage ban, would he not have made that clear at this point? 


Instead, he emphasized that it should only remain with the aforementioned abstention 
commandments. 
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With the current prohibition on storing or donating blood, we encounter another conflict: On one side, 
for quite some time now, it has been left to the individual's conscience to protect themselves from the 
excruciating death caused by rabies through passive vaccination in the event of an animal bite. On the 
other side, we are not allowed to offer our own blood for the production of these medicines. Thus, we 
would solely accept the benefits without being willing ourselves to give something for others, which 
would contradict Jesus' golden rule (Matt. 7:12). 


We observe that a prohibition on storing blood lacks a stable scriptural foundation, leading us to 
increasingly complex and nonsensical questions. Scriptural truths typically do not possess these 
characteristics. They are clear and understandable. None of the other duties of a Christian lead to even 
remotely similar consequences and queries. 


The biblical truth regarding the significance of blood is simple: 


»He (Jesus) entered into the holy place, not with the blood of goats and of young bulls, but 
with his own blood, once for all time, and obtained an everlasting deliverance for us. “ 
(Hebr. 9:12) 
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